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PER CURI AM
Johnny and Carolyn MIIligan appeal fromthe order of the
district court denying their notion for relief fromjudgnent filed
pursuant to Fed. R G v. P. 60(b)(3). Finding no error, we affirm
This court reviews the denial of a notion for relief from
judgnment pursuant to Rule 60(b) for an abuse of discretion.

Heynman v. ML. Mtg. Co., 116 F.3d 91, 94 (4th Gr. 1997). To

succeed on a Rul e 60(b) notion, a novant first “*nmust showthat his
nmotion is tinely, that he has a neritorious defense to the action,
and that the opposing party would not be unfairly prejudiced by

having the judgnment set aside.’” National Credit Union Adm n.

Bd. v. Gay, 1 F.3d 262, 264 (4th G r. 1993) (quoting Park Corp. v.

Lexington Ins. Co., 812 F.2d 894, 896 (4th C r. 1987)). After

neeting these three threshol d considerations,! the novant nust then
satisfy one of the six grounds for relief listed in Rule 60(b).
Id. at 266. The MIligans alleged fraud and m sconduct as the
basis for relief.

Despite the MIligans’ repeated clains to the contrary,
our reviewof the record fails to disclose evidence of the fraud or
m sconduct clained by the MIligans. Accordingly, we concl ude that
the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying the

MIlligans’ notion for relief fromjudgnment. W affirmthe judgnent

A showi ng of “exceptional circunstances” sonetines is noted
as a fourth threshold. See National Credit Union, 1 F.3d at 264
(citing Werner v. Carbo, 731 F.2d 204, 207 (4th GCr. 1984)).
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of the district court.? W dispense with oral argunment because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

2To the extent the MI1ligans again seek to appeal the district
court’s orders dated March 14, 2003, and June 19, 2003, their March
1, 2004, notice of appeal is not tinely. Thus, we have no
jurisdiction to review those orders. See Fed. R App. P. 4(a).
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